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Hunt, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
mitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany 8. Res. 282] 


The Subcommittee of the Committee on the District of Columbia 


Investigating Crime and Law Eniorcement as authorized by the 
United States Senate by Senate Resolution 136, Eighty -second Con- 
gress, second session, caused to be issued a subpena to Emmitt War- 
ring, 3900 Macomb Street NW., Washington, D. C 

Attendance pursuant to said subpena, which was duly served, was 
had on January 17 and 19, 1952, at which time the witness appeared. 

The said Emmitt Warring, pursuant to said subpena and in 
compliance therewith, appeared before the said committee to give such 

testimony as required by virtue of Senate Resolution 136, Eighty- 
second Congress, first session. Emmitt Warring, having appeared as 
a witness and having been asked questions, which questions were 
pertinent to the subject matter under inquiry, made answers as 
appeared in the record of the hearings on January 17 and 18, 1952, at 
Washington, D. C., which record is annexed hereto and made a part 
hereof and designated ‘Annex I.” 

As a result of said Emmitt Warring’s refusal to answer the questions 
pursuant to the said inquiry, as appears in the record annexed, con- 
sisting of pertinent excerpts from the testimony of that day, the com- 
mittee was prevented from receiving testimony concerning the matter 
committed to said committee in accordance with the terms of the 
subpena served upon this witness. 

The committee was, therefore, deprived of answers to questions 
pursuant to the committee’s inquiry propounded to Emmitt Warring 
pertinent to the subject matter which under Senate Resolution 136, 
Kighty-second Congress, first session, the said committee was in- 
structed to investigate, and the refusal of the witness to answer 
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questions as set forth in annex I is a violation of the subpena under 
which the witness was directed to appear and answer questions per- 
tinent to the subject under inquiry, and his persistent and illegal 
refusal to answer the aforesaid questions deprived the committee of 
necessary and pertinent testimony and places this witness in contempt 
of the United States Senate. 

After reviewing the testimony and other facts as set forth herein, 
the committee adopted a resolution, as set forth below: 


Resolvet, That the President of the Senate certify the report of the District of 
Columbia Committee of the Senate as to the refusal of Emmitt Warring to answer 
a series of pertinent questions before a subcommittee of the said District of 
Columbia Committee, together with all of the facts in connection therewith, 
under seal of the Senate, to the United States attorney for the District of Co- 
lumbia; to the end that the said Emmitt Warring may be proceeded against in 
the manner and form provided by law. 


COMMITTEE ON THE District oF COLUMBIA 
MINUTES OF A COMMITTEE MEETING, FEBRUARY 19, 1952 


The committee met at 3 p. m. in room P-38, United States Capitol Building. 
There were present Chairman Neely and Senators Johnston, Hunt, Pastore, Smith, 
Butler, Bennett, and Seaton. 

The chairman presented to the committee the minutes of the committee hear- 
ings of January 17 and 18, 1952, held in room 457, Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

The chairman stated to the committee that the witness, Emmitt Warring, 
repeatedly, consistently, and arbitrarily had refused to answer questions put to 
him throughout counsel’s and members of the committee’s examination of said 
witness on January 17 and 18, 1952, and that his refusal, therefore, was improper 
and contemptuous. 

The chairman presented to the committee a draft report on the entire matter 
for the committee’s consideration and the committee duly adopted the said report 
and instructed the chairman to present said report to the United States Senate. 

Therefore, upon motion by Senator Hunt, duly seconded by Senator Butler, it 
was resolved that the committee present to the United States Senate, for its im- 
mediate action, a resolution requiring the United States attorney for the District 
of Columbia to proceed against the said Emmitt Warring in the manner and form 
provided by law. 


ANNEX I 
INVESTIGATION OF CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Unitrep STATEes SENATE, SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON THE District or COLUMBIA 
INVESTIGATING CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT, 
Washington, D. C., January 17, 1952. 

The subcommittee reconvened, at 11:15 a. m. (pursuant to Senate Resolution 
136, agreed to September 13, 1951, first session, 82 Cong.), in room 457, Senate 
Office Building, Senator Matthew M. Neely (chairman), presiding. 

Present: Senators Neely (chairman), Pastore, and Welker. 

Also present: Arnold Bauman, chief counsel to the subcommittee; Harold 
Solomon, associate counsel; Gerhard P. Van Arkel, counsel to the full committee; 
and William P. Gulledge, assistant counsel to the full committee. 

* * * * *” * * 


The CHarRMAN. The committee will be in order. 
x * + ‘ * * * 


The CHAIRMAN. Who is vour next witness? 
Mr. Bauman. Emmitt Warring. 
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The CuHarrMAN. Mr. Warring, have you been sworn? Do you solemnly swear 
that the testimony you are about to give shall be the truth, the whole truth and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. WarRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, may I put into the record that I represent this 
witness. 


TESTIMONY OF EMMITT WARRING, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES E. Forp, CouNsEL 


Mr. Bauman. Where do you live, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warrina. 3900 Macomb Street NW. 

Mr. BauMAN. Washington, D. C. 

Mr. WarrinG. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. How long have you lived there, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warrina. I have lived there since about 1935. 

Mr. BAuMAN. Do you own that property? 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And do you remember what you paid for it in 1935? 

Mr. WarrRING. NO, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Bauman. Would it refresh your recollection if I said that you paid $18,681 
in 1935? : 

Mr. Warrina. Sir, I would like to decline to answer that question on the 
grounds I may tend to incriminate myself because I do have an income tax case 
in court, in the Tax Court. 

Mr. BauMAN. Do I understand that you feel that the purchase of a house in 
1935 would bear in any way on any criminal matter? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir; with my tax it would in this way. I think it would 
because of my net worth. 

Mr. Bauman. Is that matter now pending? 

Mr. WarrINnG. Yes, sir; in the United States Tax Court. 

Senator WELKER. Counsel, may I ask a preliminary question? 

Mr. Warring, in any operation that you might be engaged in, any operation 
that you may be engaged in, do you operate as an individual, as a corporation 
or as a partnership? 

Mr. Warrina. Sir, I decline to answer that question on the grounds I am in 
fear I may tend to incriminate myself. 

Senator WeLKeER. Well, if you operated as a corporation there would be a 
record of that corporation, Mr. Witness. I don’t want to, by that question, try 
to incriminate you. I think counsel might help me out’on that. 

I want to know, are you an individual or do you have a corporation? 

Mr. Forp. I think the two elements in the question he has in mind—the third 
one, to wit, a corporation, he would not object to. He has never operated as a 
corporation. It was just the other parts of it. 

Senator WELKER. Thank you very much. 

Mr. BauMAn. Do I understand that the nature of the matter pending against 
you is in any way a criminal proceeding? 

Mr. Warrina. Sir, I don’t know. I know that the case is in the Tax Court, 
the United States Tax Court. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you been indicted for any income tax evasion? 

Mr. WarriNG. I decline to answer that question, sir, on the grounds I am in 
fear I may tend te incriminate myself. 

Mr. Forp. May I make a statement to the committee? 

Of my knowledge this matter is also under investigation by the United States 
Attorney Flynn in Baltimore. It has been published in the paper and it is still 
pending there for whatever disposition the governmental authorities decide to 
take on the matter. 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Warring, have you to this date been indicted for income 
tax evasion? 

Mr. Warrina. You say until this date? 

Mr. BauMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warrinc. Back until when, sir? 

Mr. BauMAN. I say as of today have you been indicted for income tax evasion? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir, on the grounds I am in 
fear I may tend to incriminate myself. 

Mr. Bauman. Now do you own any property at 3935 Massachusetts Avenue 


NW.? 
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Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir, on the grounds I am in 
fear I may tend to incriminate myself. 

Mr. Forp. By the way, may I make this suggestion? Rather than take up this 
committee’s valuable time, may it be understood when he makes the refusal, the 
reasons, and then he won’t have to take the time up explaining the reasons all the 
time, or whichever way the committee thinks desirable for the committee to do. 

Senator WELKER. May it further be stipulated, counsel, that when he does 
refuse to testify, it may be deemed that the Chair orders him to testify and that 
he refuses the order of the chairman of the subcommittee? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir; we do that with that definite understanding. 

Mr. Bauman. Is the property at 3935 Massachusetts Avenue NW. in the 
name of Esther Cady? 

Mr. Warrinaq. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Who is Esther Cady? 

Mr. WarrinG. That is my sister, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you pay $23,500 for that property? 

Mr. WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir, 

Mr. Bauman. Did you pay it in cash? 

Mr. WarrRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. I believe you have stated many times that you own property 
at Colonial Beach in Virginia, is that correct? 

Mr. WarrRiNG. I decline to answer that question, sir, 

Mr. BauMAN. Do you own four lots on Glascott Shore between Lee Street and 
the waterfront? 

Mr. WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you buy that property in 1936 for $1,600? 

Mr. WarrRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you pay cash for it? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. There is a frame house on that property at Colonial Beach, is 
there not? 

Mr. WarRRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMaAN. Did you build the house in 1936 for $3,450 and did you pay for 
it in cash? 

Mr. WarrRiNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you own any property at 2319 L Street NW.? 

Mr. WarriNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know the assessed valuation of the property at 2319 
L Street NW., Washington, D. C.? ; 

Mr. Warring. | decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMaN. Have you ever bought for yourself or for anyone else any 
property near Gunsten Manor at Pohick Church, Fairfax County, Va.? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you buy 85.85 acres in 1939 for $34,500? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. In 1937 did you buy some acreage in Fairfax County near 
Pimmitt Run? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you pay $15,000 for it and did it consist of 10 acres? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, 'sir. 

Mr. Bauman. In 1947 did you buy 29 aeres on Columbia Pike and Sleepy 
Hollow Road? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. At the present time do you own any property on Columbia 
Pike and Sleepy Hollow Road, Fairfax County, Va.? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever been in premises 2510 K Street NW.? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. You understand, Mr. Warring, I merely asked if you have ever 
been in those premises. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Have you ever been in those premises? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Is that your sister’s house? 

Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you contribute any money toward the purchase of that 
house? 
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Mr. WarriNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you have any financial interest in the property which 
Esther Cady sold in the Lee district of Fairfax to William C. and Janet R. Strange 
consisting of 6.7 acres for $17,000? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Does your brother-in-law, William Cady, own any property, to 
your knowledge? 

Mr. Warrina. I don’t know of any, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Does Mr. Cady own 15 acres in the Lee district west of Shirley 
Highway in Virginia? 

Mr. Warrine. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you give your brother-in-law any money or contribute in 
any way toward his purchase of that property? 

Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever been in 4518 Brewer Place NW.? 

Mr. WarRING, Sir? 

Mr. Bauman. Have ever been in premises 4518 Brewer Place NW.? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Is that property owned by your brother who is known as Rags 
Warring? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you contribute in cash toward the purchase of that house? 

Mr. WarriNnG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Senator WELKER. May I interrupt you, counsel. 

Your declination to answer that question, are you claiming the personal privi- 
lege of self-incrimination as against you or as against your sister? 

Mr. Warrinc. Against myself, sir. 

Senator WELKER. It in no way involves the record owner of any property that 
might be in your sister’s name, It in no way involves the protection that might 
go to reported property in your sister’s name? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir, on the grounds I am in 
fear I may tend to incriminate myself. Just because the property is in her name, 
I still— 

Senator WELKER. You are not afraid it may tend to incriminate your sister? 

Mr. Warrina. No, sir. Me, sir, because of my income tax case. 

Senator WeLxer. I understand that. 

Mr. Warrina. That’s all, just my income tax case, sir 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Warring, your mother, Mrs. Julia Warring, lived at 2528 
L Street NW., is that correct? 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Does she own that house? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir 

Mr. Bauman. May the record indicate that at that time counsel and his client 
consulted. 

Mr. Forp. Sure. 

Mr. Bauman. The value of those premises is $21,223? 

Mr. Warrina. The property on L Street, sir? 

Mr. Bauman. The property at 2528 L Street NW. 

Mr. Forp. May it show that we did consult and that he is now ready to answer 
after the consultation. 

Mr. Warrina. Sir, I know nothing about the property at 2528 L Street, what 
it cost or the upkeep or nothing about it. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you contribute any part of the price of that house? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you give your mother any cash toward the purchase of that 
house? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you have any interest in the Warring Brewery Barrel bus- 
iness at 3256 K Street NW.? 

Mr. Warrina. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Did you in any way contribute in cash toward the purchase of 
that property? 

Mr. Warrina. No, sir; I did not. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you hold any trust mortgages on parcels of land located in 
Fairfax County, Arlington, Va.? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you hold $22,000 in second-trust notes on three parcels of 
land there? 
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Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you hold any trust mortgages on any parcels of land located 
anywhere else in the United States? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. How many cars do you own, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. How many ears did you own in 1937? 

Mr. WarriNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr, Bauman. Would it be a fair statement to say that in 1937 there were 227 
automobiles and trucks registered in the names of people you know and who 
associated with you? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever contributed in cash toward the purchase of a 
vehicle registered in the name of John William Sweeney? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Mr. John William Sweeney? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Have you ever seen Mr. John William Sweeney? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMaAN. Have you ever spoken to him at any time? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know whether there is a John William Sweeney? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Warring, you have been observed frequently driving a 1951 
Mercury. Is that your car? 

Mr. Warrina, I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMaAN. It is registered in the name of William Cady, is it not? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever been in that car? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Are vou aware that there is a 1951 Mercury registered in the 
name of William Cady? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. You decline to say whether you are aware that there is such a 
car? 

Mr. Warrtina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Does this car have a two-way radio? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Or a short-wave radio? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know a former major of the Police Department, Robert 
J. Barrett? 

Mr. Forp. The witness shows an inclination to consult with me. May he do 
it? May the witness be permitted to answer? 

Mr. Bauman. Is your answer “‘ Yes’’? 

Mr. WarrinG. Yes, sir; I do know of Major Barrett. 

Mr. Bauman. I didn’t ask if you knew of Major Barrett. I asked if you knew 
Major Barrett. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know him personally? 

Mr. WarriNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to Major Barrett? 

Mr. WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever given Major Barrett a gift of over $500 in value? 

Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever given Major Barrett any gift? 

Mr. Warrinc. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Senator Pastore. On what grounds? 

Mr. Warrinc. On the grounds I am in fear I may tend to incriminate me. 
The first part of the question may lead up to other questions, sir. 

Senator Pasrorr. You answered my question. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Because of fear of incriminating yourself, not because you are 
afraid of incriminating Major Barrett? 

Mr. WarRING. NO, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever at any time in any place spoken to Major Barrett? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
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Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen Major Barrett at Colonial Beach? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen him on the beach at Colonial Beach? 

Mr. WARRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen him swimming at one end’of the beach while 
you were swimming at the other end of the beach? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMANn. Has he ever been in your home on Macomb Place‘ 

Mr. Warrina, I[ decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaAuMAN. Have you ever been to Major Barrett’s home? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you remember the time when Majer Barrett’s mother died? 

Mr. WarrING. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you send a floral offering at the time Major Barrett’s mother 
died? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did that floral offering have a card on it which said ‘Emmitt 
Warring’’? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. How big an offering was it? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Have you ever sent. Major Barrett’s daughter a wedding present? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do I understand that you are declining to answer whether you 
sent a gift to Joan Barker? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir; I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. On the same ground that vou previously gave to Senator Pastore 
when he asked you? 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir; on the grounds I am in fear I may tend to incriminate 
myself. 

Mr. BAuMANN. What precinct do you live it 

Mr. WarRING. I live at 3900 Macomb Street, sir 

Mr. BAuMAN. Do you know what precinct that is in 

Mr. Warrina. That is in No. 8. 

Mr. Bauman. No. 8? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. What precinct were vou born it 

Mr. WarrING. I was born in No. 7, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you conduct any business of any kind in the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have vou ever had any conversation with Capt. Archie Winfree 
when he was commanding officer from 1947 to August of 1948? 

Mr. WarktNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Captain, now Inspector, Beverly Beach? 

Mr. Forp. May I consult with him? 

Mr. BAuMAN. Counsel wants to consult with his client, sir. 

The CHarrRMAN. Very well. 

Mr. Forp. The witness is ready to answer, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen Captain Beach or Inspector Beach on the 
street? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever said, ‘“Good morning, Captain Beach?” 

Mr. Warrinc. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumAN. Have you ever spoken to any of those officers over the telephone? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen any one of those officers in their offices at 
the station house? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir 

Mr. Bauman. Has any one of those police officers ever spoken to vou 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Captain Wallrodt? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir 

Mr. Bauman. Are you aware that there is a Captain Wallrodt on the Police 
Department, now an inspector? 

Mr. Warrinac. I am aware of that, sir. 
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Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen Inspector Wallrodt? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen him a block and a half away? 
Mr. Warrinc. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen him within the city of Washington? 
Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Senator Pastore. Major Barrett has testified that you are reputed to be a 
big-time gambler in the District of Columbia. Is that true? 
Mr. WarkING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Senator Pasrore. On what grounds? 
Mr. WarrinG. On the grounds I am in fear I may tend to incriminate myself 
sir. 
Senator Pastore. What is your chief source of income? 
Mr. Wakrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Senator Pastore. On what grounds? 
Mr. Warrina. On the grounds I am in fear I may tend to incriminate myself. 
Mr. BauMAN. Now, with respect to these police officers whose names I have 
read, or any police officer in the District of Columbia, have vou ever made a 
present of more than $100 in value? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Of more than $500 in value? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Do you know Capt. C. J. Sullivan? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Have you been on speaking terms with the commanding officers 
of the second precinct at any time? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Captain Strange? 
Mr. WarrRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Do you know that there is a Captain Strange? 
Mr. Warrina. Yes; I do know there is a Captain Strange. 
Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to him? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Capt. A. B. Clark? 
Mr. WarrtnG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen Inspector Bullock? 
Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Has Inspector Bullock ever visited vou at vour home? 
Mr. WarrRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Do vou know Nunzio Bonaccorsy? 
Mr. WarrinG. Yes; I do know him. 
Mr. BauMaAN. Have you ever spoken to Nunzio Bonaccorsy? 
Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. When was the last time you saw Nunzio Bonaccorsy? 
Mr. WarrinG. I don’t know, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. How long ago would it be? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Did you speak to him on the last occasion you saw him? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Have you ever made any gift of any kind to Detective Sergeant 
Nunzio Bonaccorsy? 
Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Do you know James Roach? 
Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. When did vou last see James Roach? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Have you ever had a conversation of any kind with Mr. Roach? 
Mr. Warr1nG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever given a gift of any kind to Mr. Roach? 
Mr. Warrinc. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. Bauman. Do you personally know Detective William McEwan? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
Mr. BauMAN. You now refuse to say whether you know Mr. McEwan? 
Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. ‘ 
Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen Lt. Jacob Wolfe? 
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Mr. Warrina@. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Has he ever been to your home? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now, Mr. Warring, it has come to the attention of the staff of 
this committee that on one occasion you had a certain clairvoyance about certain 
transfers that were not made for about 2 weeks after you predicted their coming 
about. 

Mr. Warrina. What’s that? I didn’t understand the question. 

Mr. Bauman. I say that a few years ago you had a conversation with a police 
officer in which you predicted that in about 2 weeks three different captains were 
going to be transferred. Do you remember such a conversation? 

Mr. WARRING. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Are you interested in the affairs of the Police Department? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Will the Chair bear with me for a moment. 

Early in November of 1947, Mr. Warring, do you remember being at Barton’s 
Restaurant at Wisconsin Avenue and Georgetown? 

Mr. WarrInG. NO, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever been in that restaurant? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WarrING. Is it your habit and custom to talk to police officers? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. In 1947 you had a very large diamond ring, didn’t you? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you remember a police officer commenting on the size of the 
stone in that diamond ring in that restaurant? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you tell any police officer in those premises that you had 
heard that Ben Kuehling was in some sort of difficulty and that he was going to 
be transferred to No. 2? 

Mr. Warrina. Sir, I don’t think I even know Ben Kuehling. 

Mr. BauMAN. Did you ever tell anybody that he was going to be transferred? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever say, ‘‘That Smilie Strange was going to No. 2’’? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. You have heard of a Captain Strange, have you not? 

Mr. Warrina. Sir? 

Mr. Bauman. You have heard of a Captain Strange? 

Mr. Warrina. I have heard of him; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you at that same time say that Captain Storm of the 
twelfth precinct was going to No. 10? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

The CHarrMANn. This hearing will now adjourn until tomorrow morning at 10 
o’clock. 

All witnesses who are under subpena will appear at that time. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene at 10 
a. m., Friday, January 18, 1952.) 


Unirep StTates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE District oF COLUMBIA, 
INVESTIGATING CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT, 
Washington, D. C., January 18, 1952. 

The subcommittee reconvened, at 10 a. m. (pursuant to 8. Res. 136, agreed to 
September 13, 1951, Ist sess., 82d Cong.), in room 457, Senate Office Building, 
Senator Matthew M. Neely (chairman), presiding. 

Present: Senators Neely (chairman), Hunt, Welker, and Butler. 

Also present: Arnold Bauman, chief counsel to the subcommittee; Harold Solo- 
mon, associate counsel; and William P. Gulledge, clerk. 

The CHarRMAN. The committee will be in order. Call your first witness, Mr. 
Bauman. 

Mr. BauMaN. Emmitt Warring. Shall I proceed, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMan., Proceed. 
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Testimony OF Emmirr WARRING, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES FE. Forp, CounsEL— 
Resumed 


Mr. Bauman. Mr. Warring, on what day were you the victim of a robbery? 

Mr. Warrina. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. In what year were you the victim of a robbery? 

Mr. WarrinG. 1949. 

Mr. Bauman. And on the night you were robbed, did you call Major Barrett 
about that? 

Mr. Warrina. No, sir; I did not. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you call his home? 

Mr. Warrina. No, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did he call you at your home? 

Mr. WarRRING. NO, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. He did not call you at your home? 

Mr. WarrING. NO, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did he come to your home that evening? 

Mr. Warrinc. Not as I know of, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did he come to your home that evening? 

Mr. WarrING. No, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did he at any time come to your home on the evening you were 
robbed or while your brother-in-law by the name of Cady was still in the premises? 

Mr. WARRING. No, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did he come at any time that night to discuss the case with you? 

Mr. WarrinaG. No, sir. 

Mr. BaAuMAN. Now are you a personal friend of Inspector Wallrodt? 

Mr. WarrRING. I refuse to answer that question, sir; on the grounds I may tend 
to incriminate myself. 

Mr. BaumMAN. On July 2, 1948, did you meet a man by the name of Samuel W. 
Ford? 

Mr. WarrinG. When was that, sir? 

Mr. BauMAN. July 2, 1948. 

Mr. WarrRING. Samuel W. Ford? 

Mr. Bauman. Who was at that time an employee of the Department of Internal 
Revenue. 

Mr. WarrING. You say at night, was it? 

Mr. BauMAN. No; I did not say at night, Mr. Warring. I asked if you met 
him on that particular day. ‘ 

Mr. Warrina. I don’t know, sir; but I have met Mr. Sam Ford of the Internal 
tevenue, an agent. 

Mr. Bauman. And was that at your home at 3900 Macomb Street? 

Mr. WarrinG. He did come to my home one morning. I don’t know what the 
date was, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Would it refresh your recollection if I said that it was on or about 
July 2, 1948? 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir; I think it was around June or July somewheres. 

Mr. Bauman. Now when Mr. Ford came to your home, did you know about it? 
Did you know he was coming or was it a surprise visit? 

Mr. Warrina. Yes; I had a notice from the Internal Revenue that they would 
want to look at my records. 

Mr. Bauman. Did they tell you that Mr. Ford was coming on that day? 

Mr. Warrina. Well, on the notice was to call Mr. Ford, and I already called 
Mr. Ford and he told me he wanted to go to the bank. 

Mr. Bauman. Did Mr. Ford tell you he wanted to go to the bank before he 
came to your house on that particular morning? 

Mr. Warrina. I don’t know, I am not sure, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. You don’t remember whether he told you he wanted to go to 
the bank for the first time at the time he appeared at your house, is that correct? 

Mr. Warrina. I am not sure. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And was it about 9 o’clock in the morning when he called 
on you? 

Mr. WarRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BaumaAN. Will you tell us what conversation you had with Mr. Ford at 
that time? 

Mr. Warrina. Sir, I decline to answer that question on the ground I am in 
fear I may tend to incriminate myself because of my income tax case. 

Mr. Bauman. After your conversation with Mr. Ford, did you call your 
attorney? 
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Mr. WarrinG, I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman, After your conservation with Mr. Charles Ford did you and 
Mr. Sam Ford go to the Hamilton National Bank at Pennsylvania Avenue? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Let me give you the rest of the address before you decline, Mr. 
Warring. Pennsylvania Avenue and Twentieth Street NW. 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you get there at about 11 o’clock in the morning? 

Mr, Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now on that particular occasion, at about 11:15 a. m. in the 
presence of a bank employee, your safety deposit box was opened, is that correct? 

Mr. Warrina., I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And when the box was opened, there were 240 $1,000 dollar 
bills and one $10,000 bill in the box, is that right? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen a $1,000 bill, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen a $10,000 bill? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMaAN. What was the source of the $250,000 in cash? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. May I make the same suggestion to you that I did to a witness 
on the other day, and that is to please wait until I finish the question? 

Mr. WarRING. Yes, I will. 

Mr. Bauman. During the vear 1948, somewhere between January 1, 1948, and 
July 6, 1948, did you place a bet on a number with Snags Lewis? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you hit on a number for $17,000? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever tell anybody that you did hit on a number for 
$17,000 which you had placed with Snags Lewis? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMaN. Do you know Snags Lewis? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Have you ever seen him? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know what his business is? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMaAN. Have you ever heard what his business is? 

Mr. WarkRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Where did you buy the $10,000 bill, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warkina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BAauMAN. Was that at the Hamilton National Bank at Pennsylvania 
Avenue and Twentieth Street NW? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. When did you start to buy the 240 $1,000 bills? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you have any financial interest in the Hamilton National 
Bank? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Now on that particular occasion, you told Mr. Samuel W. Ford 
that between January 1, 1948, and May 28, 1948, you had earned $120,000, is that 
right? 

Mr. WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Had you earned $120,000 at that time, in that period? 

Mr. Warrina. I[ decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And I believe you also told him that you had won $17,000 by 
hitting the number with Snags Lewis, is that not correct? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Warring, have you ever heard of the number business? 

Mr. Warrina. Yes; I have. 

Mr. BaumAN. Do you know anybody engaged in that enterprise? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Will you explain to the committee from what you may have 
heard about the numbers business how it is organized? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. How it operates? 
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Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now at the time you left the bank after Mr. Ford had completed 
his examination of your safety deposit box, which contained $250,000 in cash, was 
any lien placed on that box? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Was any jeopardy assessment made against that box? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. As a matter of fact, Mr. Warring, you and Mr. Ford—not this 
Mr. Ford; Mr. Ford of the Internal Revenue—— 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BauMANn. Walked out of that bank and the money, the $250,000 in eash, 
was left in that box with you remaining with complete access to that box, isn’t 
that right? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. As a matter of fact you had access to that $250,000 in cash for 
about 3 years after the man from Internal Revenue saw that money in the box, 
isn’t that correct? 

Mr. WarrinNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. A lien was not put on that box until 1951, isn’t that right, 
Mr. Warring? da 

Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. You mean 3 years after the Revenue Department knew that 
he had the $250,000 in the box? 

Mr. Bauman. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator We._krer. Mr. Chairman and counsel, so there may be no misunder- 
standing, may the stipulation be reentered into again today that when the witness 
refuses to answer, it may be stipulated by and between the witness, his counsel 
and the committee that the Chair has ordered him to answer and he still refuses 
to answer upon the grounds stated by the witness? 

Mr. Forp. That is our understanding; ves, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. As a matter of fact, Mr. Warring, there was no lien or jeopardy 
assessment or other hold on the money in that safety deposit box of yours until 
March 13, 1951, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And you had free access to that box all the time that this 
$250,000 in eash was in there, is that right? 

Mr. Warring. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. As a matter of fact, you went back to that box in the company 
of two revenue agents on October 26, 1948. 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And at that time there was only $160,000 in $1,000 bills left, is 
that not correct? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMAN. What happened to the difference of $90,000? 

Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now on May 8, 1951, you deposited $107,000 in currency in 
your account at the Hamilton National Bank at the place I previously indicated, 
is that not correct? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And you deposited that in cash, did you not? 

Mr. Warrinea. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Did that cash come out of the safety deposit box? 

Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BAuMAN. What was the denomination of the bills of this $107,000? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. On May 9 you deposited $40,000 in cash, isn’t that right? 

Mr. Warrine. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And on May 16 you drew a check of $37,214.45 which was 
payable to the Bureau of Internal Revenue, is that correct? Did you withdraw 
that $37,214.45? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you pay that to Internal Revenue? 

Mr. WarrRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumAN. Were you giving payments to Internal Revenue in May of 1951? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now, Mr. Warring, have you ever owned a safety deposit box? 

Mr. WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 
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Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever known anybody who has owned a safety deposit 
box? 

Mr. Warrinc. I don’t know of anyone, actually know of anyone that has a 
safety deposit box. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Have you ever known of anyone who has one in the Hamilton 
National Bank? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. BaumAN. Asa matter of fact you and your brother, who is known as Rags 
Warring, have joint tenancy to box No. 462 at the Hamilton National Bank, 
Pennsylvania Avenue branch, do you not? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now the annual rental on that box is $15, isn’t that right? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. And the box is 8 by 5% by 20 inches, is that right? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumMAN. When did you rent that box? 

Mr.:-WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now before you had that box, you had a somewhat smaller 
box, did you not? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. You had a box that rented at $3 a year, No. 203, which was 
of the size 2% by 5% by 20 inches? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Was that smaller box inadequate to hold the things that you 
had to put into it? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. For what purpose did you deposit $107,000 in your account on 
May 8? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Now the very day after vou had made that deposit of $107,000 
in your account, a withdrawal of $107,000 was made which was paid to Internal 
Revenue, is that correct? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. What business were you in in 1943, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BaumAN. Have you ever told anybody that you were in the numbers 
business? 

Mr. Warrina, I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Tell me, sir, vou have a black book? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. If you were directed to by this committee, would you produce 
a black book? 

Mr. Forp. May I consult with the witness on that particular question? 

Senator WELKER. May the question be read? 

Mr. Forp. The question is, ‘Will you if requested by this committee bring 
to this committee a black book if you have one.’ 

I may state our position very simply. If a subpena duces tecum is served on 
this witness to bring records, this committee may rest assured whatever it calls 
for and he has will be brought here in obedience to the order of this committee, 
that’s for sure. 

However, we want it understood if we would bring it, that we would not volun- 
tarily disclose its contents. We may assert his rights as to its use, but it will be 
brought here if the committee orders us to do it. 

Mr. Bauman. Do I take from the statement just made, Mr. Warring, that you 
have such a little black book? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now this book shows your wins and losses at gambling, doesn’t 
it? 

Mr. WarriNa. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. As a matter of fact it is set up so that it shows the number that 
hit for the day, the total wins and the total losses, is that correct? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. It no place shows the total play that you had on that day, is 
that right? 

Mr. WarrkING. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Does it show the total wins and the total losses? 
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Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Does it contain any statement as to expenses involved in your 
business? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever paid the premium on any bail bond in a case 
other than the one involving you? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever paid the fine of any individual in a criminal case 
other than one involving yourself? 

Mr. Warring. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever retained a lawyer for any defendant in a criminal 
case in which you yourself were not a defendant? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. , 

Mr. Bauman. Does that little black book contain any record of any legal fees 
in connection with: your activities? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Does it show any money disbursed to the Police Department for 
any reason whatsoever? 

Mr. WarriNG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Tell me, Mr. Warring, do you keep any record of the gifts that 
you give? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Do you know the meaning of the word ‘“‘ice’’? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Now you understand that when I ask you if you know the 
meaning of the word “‘ice’’, I am asking if you know it as the word is used by the 
gambling fraternity? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Senator Hunvr. In California they use the word ‘‘juice’’. Are you familiar 
with that term, in paying protection? 

Mr. Forp. I don’t think he heard vou, sir. 

Mr. WarrInG. No, sir; I am not. 

Senator Hunt. My statement was, in California they use the word “juice” 
instead of “‘ice’’. 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hunr. Are you familar with the use of the word “juice” in connection 
with paying police protection? 

Mr. WarRRING. No, sir; I am not. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you remember an incident around July 29 of 1948 when you 
were arrested for disorderly conduct? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you recall being arrested for disorderly conduct at about 
that time? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. That was in connection with a street brawl, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. BAuMAN. You were arrested by a police officer named Best, is that right? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know that that police officer was transferred 12 days 
after he arrested you? I beg your pardon, 1 month after he arrested you. 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you talk to anybody in the Police Department in connection 
with Mr. Best? 

Mr. WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you remember on that occasion whether a gambler by the 
name of Jew Boy Dietz was present? 

Mr. WarrING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever talk to Major Barrett about that case? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever ask Major Barrett to have this man transferred? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever ask Major Barrett to have this man disciplined? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever discussed police affairs of any kind with Major 
Barrett? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. How many times would you say you have seen Major Barrett? 
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Mr. WarRinG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever asked Major Barrett to have any police officer 
transferred? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever talk to him about the transfer of Captaim Umbaugh 
or Corporal Davis? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Freddie Woods? 

Mr. WarrinG. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Brim Higgs? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever placed any telephone calls to Nags Head? 

Mr. WarRING. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know whether Jewboy Dietz has a house at Nags Head? 

Mr. Warrina. I[ decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. I am merely asking, Mr. Warring, do you know if Mr. Dietz 
has a house at Nags Head? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever called Mr. Dietz at his home at Nags Head? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Are you aware of the existence of the Pittsburgh Salesbook Co. 
of Pittsburgh, Pa.? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know whether there is such a company? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. As a matter of fact, have you within the last 2 years been buying 
so-called books containing numbers slips at the rate of 1,250,000 a month? 

Mr. WarrINaG. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you have a tax case presently pending in any court of a civil 
nature? 

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, I think we disclosed that yesterday, that that was 
true, and then I think you followed it up asking for the criminal matter pending, 
and I think we stated both of those. 

Mr. Bauman. If he did, I am not sure, sir. 

Mr. Forp. I may state that there is. In fact, one morning when I was excused 
from here, I appeared in Tax Court in that case, just a couple of days ago, and 
there is an investigation pending criminally in this District, and has been. 

Mr. Bauman. Would you ask him to answer the question, Mr. Ford? I 
would like his answer on the record. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir; it is. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you swear to the complaint in those proceedings in Tax 
Court? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer the question, sir. 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Chairman, at this time I have completed my questioning 
of this witness, but I would like to report to the committee on this $250,000 in 
cash that was found in his box. 

The CHarrRMAN. The committee would like to have it—I mean the report, of 
course. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Bauman. On July 2, 1948, Mr. Warring was called upon at his home by 
Mr. Samuel W. Ford of the Department of Internal Revenue. At Mr. Ford’s 
request and after consulting with his own attorney, Mr. Warring and Mr. Ford— 
I will use Mr. Ford as being with Internal Revenue, rather than this one, unless 
I specify—went down to the Hamilton National Bank at the address that I have 
indicated, and in the presence of the Department of Internal Revenue representa- 
tive, Mr. Warring’s safety deposit box was opened. 

It was at that time found to contain $250,000. This consisted of 240 $1,000 
bills and 1 $10,000 bill. After the contents of the box had been examined, to 
the best of my knowledge and information—and I have spoken to people in 
Internal Revenue about this matter—no effort was made to seal that box or to 
deprive this man of access to that box. As a matter of fact, special agents were 
later assigned to work on this case, and they did come back in October of the 
same year, at which time there was remaining of the original $250,000 in cash, 
$160,000. 

Mr. Warring produced a little black book which was supposed to have estab- 
lished that in the year 1948, of the $250,000 which had been produced, approxi- 
mately $120,000 was supposed to have been his income in the year 1948, from 
January 1, 1948, through May 28, 1948. The only source of that income that 
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he told Internal Revenue about was the numbers business. In addition to 
that—— 

The CuarrMAN. During what period was the $120,000 taken in from the 
numbers racket? 

Mr. Bauman. From January 1, 1948, through May 28, 1948. 

In addition to this amount of money, of $120,000, Mr. Warring claimed that 
he had placed a numbers bet with a notorious gambler by the name of Snags 
Lewis and had in fact won on that bet an additional $17,000, which would have 
given him income of $137,000 in that year. 

The CuHarrRMAN. During the whole year or just during that period? 

Mr. Bauman. In that 5-month period, up to that time, sir. 

Now, the remainder of the $250,000 was at first distributed and prorated over a 
period of about 4 or 5 years, putting Mr. Warring in a substantially lower bracket 
than he would have been had the entire amount of the money been attributed to 
1947 the previous year, even assuming the truth of what he had said. 

This decision of Internal Revenue was later changed, considerably changed, 
and the balance of the $250,000, namely $113,000, was eventually attributed to 
1947 income. 

However, I feel it is of interest to this committee that a man in Warring’s 
business, of his reputation and background, was permitted free access by the 
Department of Internal Revenue to $250,000 in cash, when it must have been 
immediately apparent that there would be a substantial tax assessment, and in 
fact there was a substantial tax assessment. It does seem to me that no hold of 
any kind was placed upon that box until March of 1951. The proceeds of that 
box diminished considerably during that time. 

The people at Internal Revenue told me that they felt Mr. Warring would pay 
the money, that that was why they did not tie up the box, and cite as justification 
the fact that the tax assessment was subsequently paid. 

I do feel that the procedure in allowing a man of this kind to have access to 
$250,000 in cash, where such cash must necessarily be subject to a substantial 
assessment for a period of approximately 3 years, is a matter which should concern 
this committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. It would seem that the committee would be concerned, I sub- 
mit, with the fact that this man apparently made the sum of money that you 
stated in a period of 5 months by gambling here in the District of Columbia, and 
Major Barrett and his police force did not find out about it. Have you learned 
whether any arrests were made furing that 4- or 5-month period? 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Warring personally has not been arrested for numbers in 
that period, and if there have been any arrests, they have been very few in number 
and only those in the very, very low echelons. 

To my knowledge, neither Mr. Warring nor any of his top assistants have during 
that period, or for that matter a considerable period, been arrested for their ac- 
tivities in connection with that. 

I have no further questions. 

The CHarRMAN. Have you any estimate made on the basis of your investiga- 
tion as to the amount Mr. Warring made during the period that Major Barrett 
was Superintendent of Police? 

Mr. Bauman. I think that it would be difficult to give an intelligent estimate, 
but I would say this: That if the truth is ever known about the size of Mr. War- 
ring’s enterprise, that the figure you request, Mr. Chairman, would ne astronomical, 

The CHAIRMAN. What do you mean by that? Could you be more definite? 

‘Mr. Bauman. I would say that Mr. Warring, in my judgment, has a gross play, 
a gross daily play in numbers, or did at that time, of at least $20,000 to $25,000. 

The CHarrRMAN. $25,000 during what time? 

Mr. Bauman. One day. 

The CHAIRMAN. You mean during the 4 or 5 years that Major Barrett was 
head of the Police Department? 

Mr. Bauman. I certainly do. 

The CHarrMANn. Did you learn from the Revenue Department why no pre- 
cautions had been taken to secure the payment of the income tax on this $250,000 
gambling cash that they found in the vault? 

Mr. Bauman. I did, sir. The reasons given to me were these: When the money 
in the box was first discovered, the agent did not do anything to secure payment 
of the tax because no tax had then been determined, and because he had been 
assured that there would be no difficulty in collecting such a tax. 

The second reason given was that if a jeopardy assessment had been placed, the 
Collector of Internal Revenue would have had to have sent a deficiency notice, 
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which would have given the taxpayer 90 days in which to sue in Tax Court for the 
return of the money, and that such a civil suit might have prejudiced any future 
criminal prosecution. 

The CHartrMAN. Has there ever been any criminal prosecution for evasion of 
taxes? 

Mr. Bauman. I believe Mr. Charles Ford says that the matter is now under 
investigation, and it is my information that such is the case. 

The CHarRMAN. Has any criminal proceeding been instituted to your know- 
ledge? 

M:. Bauman. To my knowledge, the matter is presently pending in the Office 
of the United States Attorney, but the man has not as yet been indicted. 

I would like to answer you a little more fully on that, Mr. Chairman. I will 
be happy to trace this case for you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my understanding is that Mr. 
Schoeneman of the Collector’s Office wrote to Mr. Caudle of the Department of 
Justice about this matter and recommended criminal action on or about April 
22, 1949. 

My further information is that Mr. Caudle did not refer the matter to the 
United States attorney for institution of criminal proceedings until April 6, 1951, 
although in fact according to Mr. Schoeneman’s letter of April 22, 1949, criminal 
action had been recommended. 

Senator BurLter. Mr. Bauman, Mr. Warring has considerable real estate in 
the District, has he not? . 

Mr. Bauman. That is the best of our information, sir. 

Senator BuTLerR. Has there been any assessment or any lien against that 
property? 

Mr. Bauman. Not to my knowledge; no. 

Mr. Forp. There is of record in the court in the District of Columbia, Prince 
Georges, Montgomery County, Fairfax, liens. 

Senator Butter. That is what I wanted to know. In other words, it was not 
necessary to get this cash; is that the answer to it? 

Mr. Forp. That’s right. The answer is furthermore, in fact and in truth, that 
the Government is in pessession of every penny of it that they claim, every penny. 

Senator Butter. Thank you, Mr. Ford, because it did sound bad to me that 
the Department of Internal Revenue could be so lax, and it is not my experience 
as a lawyer to have them that lax. 

If these assessments were in fact made against the lien pending in the court 
that wouid be a lis pendens and nobody could deal with that real estate and the 
Government would be perfectly protected. 

The CuHarrMan. Is your answer, Mr. Ford, that there were these liens filed 
against this real estate? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir; and the situation, as I understand the law, is exactly as 
Senator Butler stated. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did they secure the tax against this $250,000? 

Mr. Forp. Not only were they filed, but after they were filed the money was 
actually given to and is in possession of the Government. The Government is 
in possession of every penny and when the Government obtained possession of the 
money, it gave to me releases of the liens because they were satisfied. As of this 
very minute the Government is in possession of every penny that is claimed. 

The CHarrkMan. What was done immediately to protect the Government after 
the revenue agent had discovered the $250,000 in the box? According to what 
counsel states here, nothing was done to secure the Government for a period of 
about 3 years. 

Mr. Forp. I did not want to interrupt the long factual statement. However, 
I was going to say to the court that in several respects unwittingly the statement 
of facts is not correct in all respects. 

I want to say to the court that at the proper time and at the proper place in a 
court established by the Congress we will disclose the true facts of this matter. 
I did not want to take it up individually. 

For instance, immediately upon the filing of the money as required by the rules, 
the agent called the special agent’s office and two agents, including one by the 
name of Kennedy, immediately stepped in. They were voluntarily admitted to 
the box, willingly. Later on they desired to take the numbers of the bills. They 
were furnished those back bills and permitted to. 

We at no time anywhere resisted any of the proper actions which were taken by 
the Internal Revenue, and frankly, as a citizen, I don’t think the Internal Revenue 
in this case that I know about—and I can only speak of the cases I know—is 
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entitled to any criticism whatever. They did what they legally could do, and 
a refrained from taking any illegal activity. That is my opinion, Senator. 
nator Burier. Mr. Ford, in your opinion was their action in time? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Butter. There was no laxity on the part of the Department? 

Mr. Forp. No, sir. They needed information before they could take certain 
definite actions, and as they needed it they called upon me, Senator, and we gave 
it to them voluntarily and willingly, and I think the record will show that. 

Mr. Bauman. May I ask counsel when those tax liens were filed? 

Mr. Forp. I don’t have my file with me, but I have copies of them and I have 
releases in my Office in a file. 

Mr. BauMaN. Can you tell us in what year they were filed, Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Forp. No, I can’t. 

Mr. Bauman. Would you say it was in 1948, sir? 

Mr. Forp. No; I would say not. As to the liens, I think ——— 

The CHarrMan. 1949? 

Mr. Forp. I would say somewhere in 1949. It was after 1948, I am pretty sure. 

Mr. BauMaAN. Was there any factual misstatement when I said that this man 
was left in full and complete possession of $250,000 in cash throughout the re- 
mainder of the year 19487 

Mr. Forp. Nothing whatever except your interpretation of it. For instance, 
if you find cash in my pocket at this minute or in my possession, there is no agent 
who has a right to seize it in America. He has got to first wait until it is estab- 
lished that it is due the Government before he can make a move to seize it, be- 
cause they could go around and seize anything they found. 

Senator Butier. Isn’t it also true, Mr. Ford, that he must have a judgment of 
some kind before he can secure personal property on the possession of anybody? 

Mr. Forp. It certainly is, Senator. 

Mr. BaumaAN. Senator Butler, if I may be heard on that, there is a procedure 
in the Department of Internal Revenue for placing what is called a jeopardy as- 
sessment, and that can be done very speedily, and it does not require court action. 

Senator Butter. I understood that is what had been done in this case, and 
timely. 

Mr. Bauman. Oh, no, sir; had not been done, and had never been done until 
1951. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Forp. But a jeopardy assessment cannot issue until it satisfies certain 
circumstances. You just can’t do it arbitrarily. 

Mr. Bauman. As a matter of fact, Senator Butler, if I may continue on that 
for just a moment, Internal Revenue, aware that this is not a desirable situation, 
has in the summer of 1951 amended its rules so in a case involving a man of this 
kind in this business, a jeopardy assessment can and will be placed speedily and 
without jeopardizing the possibility of collecting such a tax, so that apparently 
when this was done it was of some concern to Internal Revenue because the whole 
procedure has been revised in that connection. 

I might state that the information I have given to the committee was furnished 
by members of the Department of Internal Revenue. 

The CyatrMan. Do you know, Mr. Ford, whether the lis pendens which was 
spoken of was placed on this real estate in 1949, 1950, or 1951? 

Mr. Forp. I wouldn’t say the year, but I am sure it was not before 1949, 
because they are in the situation where they had to wait until they got the tax- 
payer’s return for 1948, which is filed in March 1949. The Government could not 
move until they had the benefit of his return for 1948 to see what the taxpayer put 
in his return for 1948 and what they found in 1948, because they have to wait 
until the tax year ends. 

Senator Butter. Mr. Ford, I would like to clear this problem in my own mind. 
Did what the Government did amount in fact to a jeopardy assessment or did it 
not! 

Mr. Forp. I had a definite understanding that there would be no attempt at 
any time to evade or defraud any of the agents, and they received full cooperation 
and the record will justify that, for the whole complete answer is with our willing- 
ness the Government now has every penny, and I[ think some of your questions 
inferred that: “Did you at a certain time come to the bank and place money in 
there in order that it would be available?” and that very day it was placed in, as 
you know. 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Ford, I have already informed the committee that those 
taxes have already been paid and that was the justification used by Internal 
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Revenue for its action. If there is any question, I will state again that the taxes 
have been paid. 

Mr. Forp. Excuse me. 

Senator Hunt. Were any penalties paid? 

Mr. BAumAN. Yes. 

Mr. Forp. They include a 50-percent penalty. They include 6 percent interest, 
Entirely, yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. I should like to examine the witness on a couple of other 
matters. 

Mr. Warring, I think you testified that you are about 45 years of age? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLtkerR. What education have you had, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. WARRING. Just grammar school, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Just grammar school? 

Mr. WARRING, Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Were you born here in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Been here up to now? 

Mr. WarRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator We_xer. Mr. Warring, I have noted with interest your refusal to 
answer, I might say, hundreds of questions upon the grounds, as you state, 
that they might tend to incriminate you. I want to ask you, has any publicity 
that this committee has received or you have received prompted you in your 
refusal to answer these questions? 

Mr. WARRING. You say has any publicity prompted me not to answer? 

Senator WreLKer. Has any publicity that this committee, what it intends to 
investigate, or any publicity that you have received, has that caused you to form 
a basis for the personal objection you make that it might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Warrina. No, sir. 

Senator Wetker. Mr. Warring, would you tell the committee: Have you ever, 
since you have reached your adult life, worked in a legitimate enterprise, in free 
enterprise? 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKxerR. What has been your occupation? 

Mr. WarrinG. I have worked in the barrel business, sir. 

Senator WeLker. In the barrel business? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. That is the business, I think, testified to by you that your 
brother owns? 

Mr. Warrinac. My brother and mother own it, brother and sister and mother 
own it. 

Senator WELKER. Would you mind telling us, Mr. Warring, what this barrel 
business is? 

Mr. WarriInG. Well, it is a business of used barrels that are collected from 
places of business here in Washington and taken into, as we call it, the barrel shop 
and repaired and resold to manufacturers, people that need barrels. 

Senator WeLkerR. Without going into detail, is it quite a substantial business, 
Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warrina. I think it is, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Has it supported you and your mother and your brother? 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKer. And are you the only barrel business such as that in the 
District of Columbia, or are there competitors? 

Mr. Warrina. I have a brother, sir, in the barrel business, another brother, 
and I think that they are the only two barrel businesses in Washington, D. C. 

Senator WELKER. In other words, within your family you have a monopoly of 
the barrel business? 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir. 

Senator WreLKeEr. I want to ask you another question because I am not familiar 
with this business. 

Mr. WarRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. What do they do with these barrels after they repair them? 
Do they hold vinegar or whisky, or do they use them to pack dishes and things 
like that in? 

Mr. WarrinG. They have packing barrels; yes, sir. They have some barrels 
like, say, sugar. They are called slack barrels, packing barrels, and they are 
taken in, retightened, recoopered, and new heads put in them and they are used 
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for packing barrels, like the Marines and the Navy and different storage companies. 
Other barrels, lard barrels, shortening barrels, are reheaded and refilled with cook- 
ing oils and things like that. Vinegar barrels are reused for vinegar, resteamed 
and sterilized. 

Senator WeLKEeR. Now, when did you commence that business, Mr. Warring? 

Mr. Warrinc. Sir, I was brought up with the business. 

Senator WELKER. Are you still actively engaged in the barrel business? 

Mr. WarRRING. I refuse to answer the question, sir, on the grounds I may 
tend to incriminate myself, sir. 

Senator WeLker. You were brought up in the barrel business. When were 
you brought out of the barrel business? Do you care to answer that? 

Mr. WarRING. No, sir; I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You then don’t want to tell the committee whether or not 
you worked 1 day in the barrel business or 10 years in the barrel business? 

Mr. Warrina. I worked over 10 years, sir, in the barrel business. 

Senator WeLkER. Would you go a little further and tell us when you quit 
working in the barrel business? 

Mr. Warrina. I decline to answer that question, sir. 

Senator WELKER. I have listened with interest to your declinations to answer, 
and I am sure you are quite mindful of the fact that there is such a thing called 
the statute of limitations against any crime that might run against you. 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLker. Are you claiming the privilege of self-incrimination as 
against anything that might happen to you years past, even though you know or 
your counsel knows that the statute of limitations has long since expired? 

Mr. WarrRING. Yes, sir; on the grounds that it would lead up from one year to 
another where it would incriminate me, sir. 

Senator WELKER. It would lead up from one year to another? 

Mr. WarrINnG. Yes, sir. Something that happened 4 years ago, if it would 
lead to something that happened in 1950, I would decline to answer the question. 

Senator WeLkerR. In other words, Mr. Witness, you are the man that is putting 
the stopping place upon your testimony; is that correct? 

Mr. WarrinG. No, sir; I am not putting a stopping place on it. 

Senator WELKER. You are voluntarily saying what you will testify to and how 
far back it will go; is that correct? 

Mr. Warrina. How far back it would go? 

Senator WELKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WarRING. No, sir; I don’t mean to say how far back it will go. 

Senator WELKER. Now, Mr. Warring, I am going to be quite fair with you. I 
practice law a little myself. 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WetKker. And I would like to know under what sort of imagination 
a witness could say that a legitimate enterprise, say 20 years ago, may tend to 
incriminate him as of this date. 

Mr. WARRING. None, sir, as I know of. I don’t know of none, sir. 

Senator Weiker. And I would like to ask you in what way, if you care to 
disclose, why ownership of pieces of property could be deemed by you to be 
incriminatory when you know as a matter of law and as a matter of fact that if 
you have property in your name, any citizen in the District of Columbia or the 
United States can go down to the hall of records and find out that record of 
ownership. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir, but the Internal Revenue, that’s how they work up 
the net worth of mine and the penalties in tax and interest that they put on me 
is by properties that I bought back in 1934 and 1935, and that’s how they worked 
the net worth on me, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Well, now, Mr. Warring, I am asking you about property 
that you bought, and I don’t care what kind of money you used to buy it. 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator Wetker. But property that you bought which is recorded of record 
in your name. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. I want to know if you have an explanation to this com- 
mittee why you refuse to answer whether or not you do own a piece of property 
that is recorded in your name here in the hall of records. 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir. The reason I decline to answer the question, sir, is 
on the grounds that I would incriminate myself with my tax case because of the 
net worth. 
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They work my net worth up with 

Senator WELKER. I am not asking you about net worth, Mr. Warring. I am 
asking you why do you refuse to answer about owning a piece of property that is 
of record in your name in the hall of records here now subject to this committee’s 
inspection or any person in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir. Because I would incriminate myself with the Internal 

tevenue, sir. 

Senator WeLkeR. Aren’t you incriminated by the very fact that it is there of 
record in your name? 

Mr. WaRRING. Well, if they find it, sir. 

Senator WELKER. If they find it? 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Don’t you suppose that they know as much where that record 
is as I do? 

Mr. WarRING. I guess they do, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now, Mr. Warring, are you sure that in many hundreds of 
declinations to answer that you have uttered here that you are not mistaken with 
respect to many of them when you say they might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Warrina. No, sir; I am not mistaken, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You are not mistaken? 

Mr. WarRRING. No, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You feel that every question propounded to you by Counsel 
Bauman and that you have refused to answer might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. WarRRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLkKerR. And the questions, of course, asked you by members of the 
committee? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. And it is your feeling at this time that the question, ‘‘Have 
you ever spoken to any policeman,”’ you feel that that question in itself might 
tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. WaRRING. Yes, sir. It would be a link to incriminate me, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Well, now, Mr. Warring, that would be quite a weak link, 
wouldn’t it? 

Mr. WarrinG. I don’t know, sir. I think it would be a good link, sir, not a 
weak link. 

Senator WevKER. I have never heard of any court in the world that would 
hold it against a man to sav “hello” to most anyone if that ended 

Mr. WarriING. No, sir; not saving “hello,” I don’t think, either. 

Senator WELKER. Isn’t it a fact that you refused to answer counsel when he 
asked vou if you had ever spoken to any policemen? Here -is a man born and 
raised in the District of Columbia, even though it be large. When you were a 
young man it wasn’t so large, and I have no doubt that vou have spoken to many 
policemen. 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. That in itself I can’t imagine being incriminatory against 
vou. 

Mr. Warnina. Sir, if Mr. Rauman would ask me if I knew the policeman, had 
T ever spoken to him, that would be the end of the question; [ would gladly 
answer him. 

Senator We.xer. If my memory is correct, you never answered one of those 
questions that way. You declined to answer them all. 

Mr. Warrina. Sir, if [ answered the questions, ‘‘ Yes, I know them,” he would 
have other questions to follow that. 

Senator WELKER. Then, my boy, you could certainly stop there if you felt 
you were getting into deep water. 

Mr. WarrRING. Yes, sir; I am willing to answer whether I have ever. spoken to a 
policeman or whether I knew them, if Mr. Bauman wouldn’t go into other matters 
that would incriminate me. 

Senator WetkKer. It is my feeling, and I want the record to show, where the 
clear import of the question does not show to you and to your counsel that it is 
self-incriminatory. I don’t think you have a right legally to sit there and hour 
after hour decline to answer those questions. 

Mr. WarRING. Sir, I don’t want to decline to answer any questions that won’t 
incriminate me. 

Senator WELKER. Then I am going to ask you another question that struck me 
as being rather rare and funny, when counsel asked vou whether or not you had 
seen Major Barrett at one end of the beach swimming and you were at the other 
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end of the beach swimming, and you refused to answer upon the ground that it 
might tend to incriminate you. 

Mr. Warring, Sir, I would have gladly answered the question if Mr. Bauman 
wouldn't go into asking me other questions or follow up with that, that would 
incriminate me. I have never seen—— 

Senator WetxkeEr. Then, in other words, you were claiming the privilege by 
assuming what he was going to ask by a second or further question; is that correct? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKrErR. Then you were not fair to the committee when you refused 
to answer that question, 

Mr. WARRING. Sir, I want to be fair with the committee. I want to answer 
that question alone if Mr. Bauman would want to ask me that question. 

Senator Weiker. The cold record shows that you refused to answer when you 
now admit that you had no reason to refuse to answer. 

Mr. WarrING. No, sir. Sir, I will answer the question now. I have never seen 
Major Barrett on the beach at Colonial Beach, swimming. In fact, I don’t think 
I have been in Colonial Beach for 3 years. 

Senator WELKER. Well, now, Mr. Witness, why now do you come forth and 
answer those questions when yesterday you refused to answer? Now, after all, 
there is not a soul down here at this committee that wants to preside at a kangaroo 
court to try to get you in trouble by virtue of the fact that you haven’t been in 
trouble before. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WeLKER. I certainly would never be at a congressional hearing where 
I had to use this, other than an orderly judicial proceeding, but you have just 
about gotten the contempt of every one of this committee by virtue of the fact 
that we feel—and I think I speak for the committee—that you have drawn the 
line as to what you are going to say and whether or not they are incriminatory 
questions, you have refused to answer, 

Mr. Warrinc. Sir, I tried to answer all questions that wouldn’t incriminate 
me, and when you are asking me the questions, I feel that you won’t go into things, 
but Mr. Bauman, when he asks questions, ohne question, he is going to ask other 
questions that I think will incriminate me. 

Senator WELKER. I am sorry if you are gun shy of Mr. Bauman and not gun 
shy of the rest of us. Iam sure he isn’t trying to do any more than I am, and that 
is to get the facts fer which the taxpayers of this Nation are paying a lot of money 
to ascertain through this committee. 

I was distressed, as I said before, about your claiming an exemption to testify 
about ownership of property, and the record obviously is in your name. I felt 
that you were in contempt of the committee upon that statement, upon your 
refusal to answer, and I feel that you will see a time when you will regret it as to 
the refusal to answer any question regardless of whether or not it might incriminate 
you. 

Mr. WarRRING. Sir, I haven’t refused to answer questions that wouldn’t 
incriminate me, and I didn’t mean to be in contempt to the members here. [| 
have tried to answer all questions that wouldn’t incriminate me. I have no 
reason to refuse to answer questions that won’t incriminate me. 

Senator WELKER. I am saying to you, Mr. Warring, that I have been sitting 
here for nearly 2 days listening to questions and you have gone to the privilege 
that any citizen is entitled to claim. 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WreL_ker. On almost every question that counsel and this committee 
have asked. 

Mr. WarrinG. Well, sir, Senator, you know that when the special agents of 
the Internal Revenue look up an income tax case they first start with your cash 
and then with property that you own, and that as they have worked up the net 
worth of my properties—and so when I was asked about properties, naturally | 
was of the opinion it would incriminate me and that is the reason I didn’t answer 
the question and if I thought it would not incriminate me I would have answered 
the question. If I thought I was in contempt of you gentlemen I would surely 
have answered the question. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Warring, do I take it now—I am telling you from man 
to man that I feel you are in contempt of this committee—and I cannot speak for 
the committee— 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WetkerR. But I rather imagine strongly that vou will be cited for 
contempt. 
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Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Now, in view of that statement presented in agreement with 
my colleagues here, I want them to speak if not, in view of the statement I feel 
you are in contempt. 

Mr. Warrina. Yes, sir. 

Senator WreLKER. And will be forced to go to trial for contempt; and you are 
entitled to counsel and the safeguards of justice. 

Mr. WarRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. In view of the statement you are in contempt do you want 
to have a conference with your counsel and ascertain whether or not you want to 
purge yourself from any contempt, in the face of a record which is long in your 
refusal to answer many hundreds of questions? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. You want to confer with counsel and see if there are any 
questions propounded by counsel and members of the committee which you may 
answer? 

Mr. WARRING. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Forp. Before I do that may I address the Senator on this question? 

Will it be understood that while he answers certain questions that it will not 
be considered by the committee that he had opened up that entire topic and 
hence the interrogator would have the right to go on and on and on? 

I have particularly in mind what I believe to be the law, and our Federal law 
has held that ifa witness does not assert his constitutional privilege but answers 
questions on a particular topic he cannot, as subsequent questions are propounded 
to him, asserted the right but he must go on, once having spoken of it, and I have 
respectfully submitted several cases on that point. So that as the cases hold now, 
a@ question by itself may be entirely innocent but what it may lead to or turn to 
is the thing that we must consider in determining the conduct or the refusal of a 
witness, and they have given considerable examples. 

It may be interesting to ask a man, “‘Were you at 9a. m. at Tenth and G NW.?” 

That of itself appears quite innocent. 

The subsequent question, ‘‘Were vou lighting a cigar?’’ There may have beet 
a bank robbery and nobody can identify the finger man outside except they sa 
a man smoking a cigar 

So, the question, ‘‘Were you at a place smoking a cigar?’ appears innocent 
except when it is taken in view of the entire picture and leads to the next question. 

So, if we might have that understanding, that these questions which by them- 
selves appear innocent and perfectly proper, that an answer to them—that he 
will not by answering them forfeit his privilege as to follow-up questions on the 
same particular topics. 

That is the only thing we have been concerned with in answering the committee 
It has not been an attitude not to answer questions. 

It has been merely an attempt to honestly by a citizen assert whatever privilege 
the Constitution gives him; but fortunately or unfortunately the courts have 
limited that privilege, have defined it and other courts have interpreted it. So 
that for a citizen for himself as distinguished from a lawver, it is quite difficult to 
understand when to assert it. That is the only thing I have in mind. 

Senator WELKER. May I express my view on the little dissertation of counsel? 

Mr. Ford, I do not think I have ever met you personally but I know you pro- 
fessionally as a very splendid attorney, a very excellent attorney, I should say, 

Your idea of the law is exactly my idea of the law, and I have studied it—in 
fact, I spent most of the night getting ready for you this morning. [Laughter.] 

[I want to say to you that if your theory that you offered now is accepted by 
this committee or by any court of the land you might just as well stop the in- 
quisition of any witness who wants to claim the privilege because you gentlemen 
if you see fit can hide behind that privilege by saying, “It might tend to incriminate 
me by some future chain of events.” 

Now, I am sure, Counsel, that the law was never meant that way and I am 
quite sure it is not the law and I want to say to you that this witness is the man 
that must claim that when and if he feels we are getting into a dangerous area 
that might jeopardize his liberty and freedom and then we stop. 

But, I cannot favor, as you suggest, that we have a stipulation that once we 
hit pay dirt we shall not go any further. No. I have been caught before on that 
trick. 

Mr. Forp. Then may I do this, in the interest of the committee’s time? I am 
sure that by tonight or tomorrow morning which is Saturday, I will have a trans- 
cript of the record at which time I would be able to go over the questions referred 
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to yesterday and today and come back to the committee and advise the com- 
mittee on that. 

Senator WeLKerR. Well, Mr. Ford 

Mr. Forp. I am trying to do that to save the committee’s time, or if they 
would like to propound the questions—whichever you see fit. 

Senator WELKER. Well, I am a big-hearted fellow and I have been in the 
defense of several criminal cases and all my life my sympathy has always been 
with the underdog. 

But, to give you that right—of course, this is up to the committee—it is some- 
thing that I have never been favored with in my experience, to get a chance 
to sit down with a transcript and go over it and say, ‘‘Well, that looks a little 
bit dangerous, maybe we better change it.’’ This committee, I do not think, 
could do that, because if the committees did that all over the land, why we 
would never get through with any investigation. 

I would suggest—you are following this testimony, as I know 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Much closer than any of us. 

Now, if you have some question in your mind as to whether or not you can 
purge yourself of a possible contempt, I think the committee could permit you to 
confer with your counsel, but certainly not to go over the transcript tonight and 
come back tomorrow. 

The CuatrmMan. The committee will stand in recess for 5 minutes. 

(Whereupon, a recess was taken from 11:12 to 11:20 a. m.) 

The CuarrMan. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. Forv. Mr. Chairman, if the committee sees fit, this witness would like to 
have the privilege of answering specific questions that were asked him regarding 
certain properties that appear in his name. 

Secondly, he would like to have the privilege of answering the questions gen- 
erally as to what police officers he knows or a question generally that he has 
spoken to. 

He asks that privilege of the committee in line with what Senator Welker 
stated, sir. 

Senator WevkKer. I ask vour client through you, Mr. Counsellor, are those the 
only questions you at this time wish to answer? 

Mr. Forp. Those are the only questions that we could recall that would come 
under the outline as given by yourself, the topics. 

There was another topic that was discussed and that was the question of—oh, 
excuse me, I can think of one other. 

He would like to answer approximately the time when he ceased to be in the 
cooperage business, he would like to answer that, Senator. 

Then, on the question of the statute of limitations as it may apply: Of course, 
as we all know, it varies as to different offenses but under the general criminal 
statute known as conspiracy of the Federal Government—and it is best exemplified 
in the trial going on now in front of Judge Kirkland—evidence has been permitted 
to be introduced far back beyond the 3-year statutory period in order to show a 
continuing conspiracy. 

In addition to that, in the internal-revenue law the statute of limitations is 
suspended wherever the taxpayer leaves the internal-revenue district in which he 
lives—as for example if at any time they could show that the witness Warring 
was outside the revenue district of Maryland which includes the District, such as 
to New York or Florida, the tolling of the statute is suspended during that time. 

Again, in applying the statute of limitations, there is none as to the civil penalty. 
They did that in the La Fontaine case, imposed the penalty back 20 years. In 
addition to that 

Senator We.” eR. Well, vou cannot claim the privilege on a civil 

Mr. Forp. Correct. Now, I am coming to the criminal aspect of it and as to 
the criminal aspect of it the Government can go back 30 years and establish a 
net worth, 

Then they can come to 1950 or 1951 and establish the net worth and then they 
can take the difference and the Government would be in a position to allocate the 
difference either in whole or in part to a live year which does come in under the 
statute of limitations, and I have had that done. 

Those are the few words I would like to say about the application of the statute 
of limitations. 
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Mr. BauMAN. Would you grant me just a moment, please? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

(Pause.) 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Warring 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know of the intentions of counsel. 

Mr. BauMaAN. My intentions are to ask this witness the identical questions 
I had asked him before. 

I shall question him about the property which he owns; I shall question him 
about the property anybody else owns in his own name; I shall question him on 
police officers he knows. 

I shall in no way be dictated to by counsel as to the area of the questions which 
I may ask him. 

The CHarrRMAN. Well, as a rehashing of this kind, this witness has had the 
benefit of counsel and this record has been made up and I for one am not going 
back and give anybody a second chance to come back before this committee and 
have such an opportunity here now, at our expense and have us sit here 3 or 4 
days. 

Senator WELKER. I suggest to the committee that once the matter is opened up 
we can go on wherever we feel in the investigation of this witness and we cannot 
accept the stipulation proposed by counsel. 

I feel that when this matter is opened this witness is subject to a full and com- 
plete examination. 

The CHArRMAN. What does the committee want to do? 

Senator Hunt. Well, Mr. Chairman, as one member of the committee I am 
opposed to making any deal with the counsel for the witness. 

Senator WELKER. Well, just a moment. I certainly do not want to leave the 
impression I am making a deal. The only thing I want to do is have him under- 
stand if he answers a question as to how he met a certain policeman or what piece 
of property he acquired, then I feel this witness has waived his privilege of self- 
incrimination and counsel can go right to the bottom of that and no claim this 
witness can ever assert will protect him in a court. 

Mr. Forp. May I say, in view of the last statement by Senator Walker, that the 
witness will stand on his claim, his constitutional claim of privilege against self- 
incrimination. 

The Cuarrman. Is that on the record? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hunt. As I understand the counsel for the committee is not accepting 
the suggestion made by the counsel for the witness. 

Mr. Bauman. That is correct and also, as I understand the record, the witness 
is now standing on his answers and wishes to make no further answers or changes 
of any kind in the record, is that right? 

Mr. Forp. Based upon the position of this committee as stated here; yes, sir. 

And may I say I would not under any circumstances try to dictate to this 
committee or to any Senator or any member of the staff of this committee at no 
time. I assure you I would never be that presumptuous. That I truly mear, 

Mr. Bauman. So that the record is absolutely clear, if I may address the Chair, 
the statement of the counsel on which he is basing rehashing of questions of the 
witness to my mind is surplusage. 

As I understand it the witness is standing on his answers as made. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Forp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warrinc. According, sir, to what the committee has told me, that they 
were going into all the other questions, if | answer one question as to who I know, 
that the question is going to be all threshed out again, sir 

Mr. BaumaAN. Well, I understand, Mr. Warring, that the only condition upon 
which you are willing to answer any questions is that you determine which ones 
you are going to answer 

Mr. WarRING. No, sir; no, sir. I would like to answer any questions on people 
whom I know and people that I have met without incriminating myself, sir. 

Senator WELKER. I think the record is clear now, that after a full and complete 
debate between you, your counsel, our counsel, and the committee and committee 
staff, the witness has indicated he wants to stand on the record. There is nothing 
more we can do. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a. m., Mr. Warring left the room 
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ANNEX II 


The committee has received the following memorandum from its chief counsel, 
which sets forth the legal opinion of its staff with reference to the contempts 
committed by Emmitt Warring. 

JANUARY 20, 1952. 
Memorandum to Senator Matthew M. Neely, chairman. 
Re contempt of Emmitt Warring. 


I have examined the record of the testimony of Emmitt Warring, and it is my 
opinion, which has previously been conveyed to the committee, that the refusal 
by Emmitt Warring to answer questions was contemptuous of the United States 
Senate, and its Subcommittee of the Committee on the District of Columbia 
Investigating Crime and Law Enforcement. 

As ehief counsel to the subcommittee, with the advice and concurrence of the 
subecommittee’s legal staff, I have advised the committee and now certify that the 
contempts complained of are, in my opinion, punishable as a matter of law. In 
those instances where the witness asserted a claim of privilege, it is my opinion 
that the claim was not made in good faith inasmuch as there was no reasonable 
relationship between the questions asked and a line of proof which might incrimi- 
nate the witness under any Federal statute. 

In certifying contempt proceedings, the committee and its counsel have care- 
fully distinguished between refusals to answer based on an arbitrary or fanciful 
claim of privilege from refusals to answer questions where a claim of privilege 
might be raised with even a minimum possibility that the witness might be in- 
criminated under any of the laws of the United States. 


ARNOLD BauMAN, Chief Counsel. 
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